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CRMP NEWSLETTER OCTOBER 1 9BB

Ttris news 1e t ter will addres s concerns
surrounding some of che preierreC
alternatLves presented in ttre last CRMP

Newsletter and Preferred Alternatives
Booklets in an attempt to clear up some
areas of rnisunderstanding. Included
is a statist:-cal breakdown cf the publ-ic
input received to date on the various
preferreci alternatives and policy
proposals; revised alternatives; arr
updated revlers process schedule; and
an explanatlon of the remainder of the
review process.

N1623 (GRCA)

October 19BB

Dear Frlends of the Grand Canyon:

Although the Preferred Alternatives Rooklet and the August 1988 CRMP newsletter
have been generally well receil'ed, certain proposed revisions are unacceptable
to a najorit.y of concerned individuals who have wrltten to the park. While
the o1d adage still holds true that it ls lrnpossible to please all of the people
all of the time, we feel that addltional inforuatlon and actions responsive to
suggestlons will go far in allaying many of those concerns.

At the beginning of the revl-sion process, many conments were received expressing
concern over the length of the noncommerclal waiting list. It has been
ciiscovereci through the record-keeping process in the River Permits Office that
j.ndlviduals wishing to take a noncoxrtrterclal trip together put al1 their names
on the waiting list at the same time. In addition, many applicants are only
casually interest.ed in or are simply not ready or quallfied to take a
nonconmercial trip, as indicated by the relatively high deferral rate anci the
failure to suburl-t continuing interest cards. A $ 100 waitlng list applicatlon
charge was proposed in an attempt to reduce rhe length of the waitlng list by
elinninating artificial inflation of the list. This alternative resuited in
considerable objection. It is clear that of those indlviduals commenting on
the revision of the CRMP, a majority would be opposed to a charge of that enlount
or one that would be collected so potentially far ln advance of an actual g&!
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Many of the wrltten counents raised che concern that the initial proposal ofrhe trip leader havLng to pay $ 100 for what could be a several year wait fora perlnlt would be prohlbitive and unfair. Several other comments have beenrecorded to the effect that this proposal has no precedent on any other publicaecess river' In some respects thls is true, although some Bureau of LandManagement and u.S. Forest servi-ce areas do charge per person user fees onrecreatlonal rivers.

rnformati-on inadvertently left out of the lnitial rationale for an appricatlonfee was an explanation of the use of the funds. A11 nonies collected would beutlll-zed directly by Grand Canyon National Park River Subdlstrict/F^lver permirs
office, either ln the aduinistration of the noncommercial permit syscem or toarrgment the NPS Rlver Resource RehabilLtat.j.on Program in the rlver corridor.
As described in the revlsed proposal below, a charge of g 25 will still servethe purpose of discouraging less than serlous trlp leaders fron applylng tothe list without unduly lnconveniencing any one lndividuar. An additional chargeof $ 50 upon return of the permit appllcations will a11ow the najoriry of thecost to be evenly distributed arnongst trip particlpants, which at this tlrneare uore solidly cornnitted. The monies chaiged are not intended to be useri-ees' Rather' they are funds that r^rill be utilized prlrnarily to defray thecosts of admlnistering the noncornmercial systern and, to a lesser extent, provi.desupport to the Parkts ongolng river corridor rehabilitation program. Ccnmerclalusers contrlbute in a sinilar way through franchi.se fees col-lected from
commercial river outfitters.

The preferred alternative for the
in response to the input received,
as f ollows:

noncommercial waitlng list has been modifled
Ttre prl-mary point s o f the new proposal are

1) A11 new applicants Lo the nonconmercial walting list w111 be
requlred to include a non-refundable, non-transferrable deposit
of $ z5 with their requesr to be included on the list. atryott"
wlth their name on the list at the tirne of iurplenentatlon of
thls policlr w111 be remain on the 1lst without charge.

Flfty dollars will be charged to all nonconmercial perurittees
upon return of their applicatlon f6T a noncommercial trlp(applicacion must be received no later then 30 days Ln advance
of an accepted launch date). This adminlstrative charge wilr
be non-refundable.

A nodified continul-ng Lnterest requirement wilr be retained. rn
order to remain on the noncommercial r,raiting 1ist, the River
Permits 0ffice must be contacted in wrl,ting each year between
Decernber 15 and January 31. Following implementatlon of the new
p1an, applicants will have a qrace period of 1 nissed. contLnuing
interest deadline during rhe time they are on the walting 1ist.

The rule prohibiting particlpation on another noncommercial trLp
while remaining on rhe waiting list will be urodlfied ro a11ow
appricants to particlpate in 1 noncornrnercial trlp while waltlng
ror a noncommercial permit as a. trip leader. In order to
facilltate thl-s rule and to aid in identifytng trip participanrs,

2)

3)

4)
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all noncommercial trip participants and pernit waiting list
appllcants will be required to provi-de a<iequate identlfication
and social securi-ty number upon launch and/or placernent or
renewal on the waitlng 1ist.

5) Upon return of a completed noncommercial river trlp applicatlon,
a $ 50 administratlve fee r^rill be requrred.

NoncommercLal iaunch dates will be scheduled on a two-year
revolving scale, as originally proposed ln the irrttial preferred
alternative.

Over 300 Preferred Alternatives bookl.ets were mailed out, and as of September
27, 1988, che following coronents have been received:

TOTAL LETTERS RECEIVED . 78

ISSUE: I.IONCO}&{ERC IAL WAITING L I ST

$ 100 Application Fee Total Comments I

Oppo se :

Supporf :

0ther :

Trip Particlpant Rule Total ConmenEs:
Supporr Existing Policy :

Abolish as Proposed:

Contl-nuing Intere s t Total Commencs:
Support Existing Policy :

Abolish as Proposed:

Two Year Scheduling

6)

5 . De f erral Systeur

Call-in Systerrr

IJser Day Pool

Total Comments:
Oppose:

Support:

Total Comments:
Oppo se :

Support :

To tal Corunent s :
Support Prcposal:

Total CommenEs:
Support Propo sal :

To tal Comment s :
Support Current Policy :

Allow Commercial Ftshl-ng :

2
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4.

6.

7.
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ISSLIE: CO}O{ERCIAL FISHING



I SSUE : WII\iTER T]SE

RESEARCH TRIPS

CROI,TD ING A.ND CONGESTION

EQUITY OF ALLCCATION

Total Comments:
$upport Propo sal:
Oppose Proposal:

(non-$::l'l:T:*:,,.*r 
1o

Io tal Comment s : 2l
(non-:p*cif ic comments )

Iotal Commentsz ?7

Oppose Current Policy:. 24
Supporr Current Policy: 3

B

4

4

IS SUE :

ISSUE:

ISSUE:

Due to the positive response recel-ved last year, NPS staff members from Grand
Canyon National Park attended the Sixrh Annual River Rendezvous ln Telluride,
Colorado again thls year to ansrder questlons and address concerns on a one-to-
one basis with concerned indl,vl"duals. Although the overall attendance was
down from last year, eontacts were ma<ie with about 30 people interested in
Colorado River issues. The reviseC proposal is generally in agreement wlth
the input received at the Rendezvous.

Due to the volune of input received and the resultant modifications of proposed
pollcy changes, the timetable for conpletl-on of the CRMP has been adjusted
somewhat. The Draft Revlsed Colorado River Management Plan is expected to be
available to all concerned individuals and groups in late November. The Draft
Plan w111 be initially uralled to all indivLduals who have commented ln writlng
during the revision process, those who have attended publlc neetlngs, and those
who have requested a draft copy. Those wishlng to receive the draft nay contact
the CRMP Plannirrg Offlce (602-63S-7825 or P.O. Box 129, Grand Canyon, Arizona
86023). A Draft CRMP will be mailed as soon as thev are available.

The drafC Colorado River Management Plan will be open to comment for 30 days.
At the concluslon of this period, all input will again be considered for
inclusion into the final plan. Following rhe incorporation of public and agency
input, the plan ls expected to be finallzed by February 1989.

A.s the rerri-sfcn process draws to a close, i"E is impcrtant to renl-nd everyone
that the new Colorado River Management Plan ls designed to be a dynauric and
changing document, responsLve to the protectlon of the resource as well as the
demands of the public. In keeping wlth this intent, changes to the plan will
be reviewed yearly in order to achieve thls goal. To facilltate this, a
comprehensive monitorlng program ls being developed to track and evaluate
lmPacts resultlng frou river use. In additl,on, various wilderness simulation
computer models are beLng explored as to their effectiveness in mitigating
crowding and congestlon problems. As the plan progresses, we welcome future
input from all those concerned and interest,ed in the management of the Colorado
River ln Grand Canyon National Park.

Superint end,ent


